Wh-questions are formed on clefts in many Austronesian languages, a fact which is generally assumed to be related to their verb-initial basic word order. What is less clear is the precise relationship between verb-initial word order and the cleft strategy for questions. This paper proposes that the derivation of clefts is parallel to the derivation of basic word order in VOS languages. The absolutive DP is analyzed as a topic and moves to the left periphery of the clause. Following this, the remnant clause is fronted to a higher focus position. I further show how this parallelism accounts for certain distinguishing characteristics of clefts in Austronesian languages.
Introduction
It is well known that wh-questions frequently take the form of clefts in a great many Austronesian languages (Georgopoulos 1991; Paul 2000; Pearson 2001; Massam 2003; Aldridge 2004; Potsdam 2006 Potsdam , 2007 Potsdam , 2009 among others) . It is also generally agreed that the structure is some type of pseudocleft, in which the focused constituent, i.e. the wh-word, functions as the matrix predicate, while the remainder of the utterance forms a headless relative clause in matrix subject position. (1a) shows a cleft in which a predicate nominal is focused. Since the languages in question are generally verb-or predicate-initial, the focused predicate appears clause-initially. It is followed by the headless relative, which is a bare CP with an absolutive case marker. (1b) shows a wh-cleft in which the wh-word is the matrix predicate.
( Recent research has attempted to account for wh-clefting within a general analysis of basic word order in these languages. Massam (2000 Massam ( , 2001 Massam ( , 2003 and Oda (2002) have proposed that wh-movement is generally disallowed in verb-initial languages, because clause-initial position is reserved for predicative material. The proposal is essentially that the EPP feature on T or Infl attracts the predicate in verb-initial languages rather than the DP subject.
(2) Massam (2003) , Oda (2002) Infl has a [Pred] feature and not a [D] feature.
This effectively ensures that these languages have predicate-initial word order and that DPs do not move to clause-initial position. In the derivation of basic word order, the VP is attracted to [Spec, IP] .
(3) Niuean (Massam 2001: 157) In wh-questions, there is no DP wh-movement to [Spec, CP] . As evidence, Massam (2003) notes that bare DP wh-words cannot appear in clause-initial position but must be preceded by a predicate particle. Rather, ko and the wh-word form the predicate in [Spec, IP] .
(4) Niuean (Massam 2003: 97) [ The analysis I pursue in this paper shares the fundamental insight of
Massam's approach that the derivation of clefts is parallel to the derivation of VOS basic word order. However, this derivation crucially employs A'-movements into the left periphery. Another point of departure is the motivation I assume for movement of the predicate. It is not the case that a predicate must appear in clause-initial position, but rather the true generalization is that a DP cannot occur in this position.
(5) Stranded DP Constraint 1 (SDPC)
The highest constituent in the CP phase edge cannot be a DP.
The reader is referred to Aldridge (2004) for detailed discussion and motivation of the SDPC. For reasons of space, I will not attempt a full justification of the constraint in this paper, though I will point out certain phenomena which are accounted for by the SDPC but not necessarily predicted by other approaches to predicate-fronting. One of these is the asymmetry between the two types of Tagalog wh-question shown in (6). DP wh-phrases must be clefted, as in (6a). But non-DP wh-phrases are allowed to move to clause-initial position, as in (6b). Note the absence of an absolutive case marker in (6b), indicating that what follows the wh-word is not a relative clause. The fact that the clitic pronoun attaches to the wh-word also shows that (6b) is a monoclausal construction. Note in (6a) that the clitic remains in the relative clause, not being able to cross a tensed clause boundary.
1 I assume that this constraint applies at the point in the derivation at which chains are linearized, meaning that structural relations are still preserved but only the member of a chain to be spelled out overtly will be assessed. Massam's (2003) proposal. This is because clause-initial focus position in Tagalog is not restricted to main predicates. (7b) shows a focused PP in preverbal position.
Note in (7a) that unmarked word order in Tagalog is verb-initial. I assume that VSO word order in Tagalog is derived through headmovement of the verb to T or an aspectual position above vP (c.f. Richards 2000, Rackowski 2002 , Aldridge 2004 , 2005 , and Rackowski and Richards 2005 . This leaves [Spec, CP] available for movement of an adverb or PP, as in (6b) and (7b). The lack of wh-movement in (6a) is accounted for the by the SDPC, since it prohibits spelling out of the DP whphrase in the edge of the CP phase. Therefore, DP wh-questions must be formed on clefts, with the wh-phrase embedded in the matrix predicate.
The derivation of Austronesian clefts I propose in this paper is parallel to the derivation of basic word order in a VOS language. Since the subject or absolutive argument in a VOS language has a fixed position at the end of the clause, movement of this DP is required in order to obtain basic word order. Recent work on VOS word order in Austronesian languages (Massam 2000 (Massam , 2001 (Massam , 2003 C [EPP] t TP Section 2 presents arguments from Seediq for the topicalization of the absolutive DP and subsequent fronting of the remnant TP shown in (9). In section 3, I discuss the structure of clefts and show them to be derived in the same way, by raising the headless relative clause to the topic position in the CP layer, followed by fronting the remnant TP which contains the focused constituent. Section 4 offers some cross-linguistic evidence for the SDPC, which I assume to be the motivation for TP fronting.
Basic word order in Seediq
This paper focuses on word order in the VOS language Seediq, an Ataylic language spoken in Taiwan. Seediq has an ergative-absolutive case-marking system. The absolutive DP is optionally marked with the case-marker ka, The analysis of absolutive-final word order is spelled out below. In essence, the absolutive DP moves to a topic position above TP. This movement is followed by fronting of the remnant TP to a higher specifier in the C domain. Absolutive movement is triggered by EPP features on transitive v and C. C also has a [T] feature, which could be satisfied by T-to-C head movement or by remnant TP fronting. The choice is determined by the SDPC. If head movement were to take place, the absolutive DP would be stranded in the edge of CP. Therefore, TP fronting is required in order to prevent the derivation from crashing. Let me also elaborate further on the movement of the absolutive.
Topicalization of the absolutive involves first movement to the edge of vP. Aldridge (2004 Aldridge ( , 2005 Aldridge ( , 2008 has argued that transitive v has an EPP feature which draws the absolutive internal argument to the edge of the vP phase, from which position it can undergo further movement, e.g. topicalization in VOS ergative languages like Seediq.
(12) Transitivity and EPP
Raising to the outer specifier of v also allows the object DP to check absolutive case with T. Ergative case is inherent, assigned by transitive v to its specifier.
(13) TP
T [uAbs] vP
Furthermore, the ergative DP, which is located in a lower specifier of vP, will not be attracted to [Spec, CP] over the absolutive DP in the outer specifier of vP, assuming that this feature enters into an Agree relation with the closest matching element in its c-command domain.
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This analysis of movement of the absolutive DP also accounts for the following restriction in Austronesian languages, in which only absolutives are eligible to undergo A'-extraction. 4 Since transitive v has an EPP feature which attracts the absolutive DP in (14a) to its outer specifier, this DP can be further attracted to the specifier of CP. But the ergative DP will always be blocked from moving in transitive clauses. 
The transitive version of (15) Coordination also provides evidence that absolutives move out of TP.
Clauses can be coordinated to the exclusion of the absolutive DP. In (20a) the ATB extracted DP is an internal argument in transitive clauses. (20b) conjoins an intransitive and an antipassive, in which the extracted absolutive is an external argument. Building on work by Milsark (1974) , Diesing (1992) proposes that strong quantifiers, but not necessarily weak quantifiers, presuppose the existence of the entities they are applied to. This dichotomy is captured easily in the current analysis. Strongly quantified DPs move into topic position, where they will be mapped onto the presupposition, while weakly quantified DPs are contained inside the predicate and are mapped to the focused -or nonpresupposed -part of the clause. Therefore, it can be concluded that absolutives must reside in a position where they receive a presuppositional interpretation, such as a topic position outside TP.
Evidence for predicate-fronting
The previous subsection showed that the absolutive DP moves to a topic position in the C domain. Following this, the remnant TP also fronts, which I assume to be indirectly motivated by the SDPC. In this subsection, I offer evidence that phrasal TP-fronting takes place. First, let us consider a possible alternative analysis of VOS word order involving rightward movement of the absolutive along the lines of Holmer (1996) To summarize the discussion in section 2, VOS word order in Seediq is derived by movement of the absolutive to a topic position in the C domain.
The remnant TP then fronts to its left, forming an island to extraction, which prevents TP-internal material 7 from moving to clause-initial position.
Structure of Wh-Clefts
In this section, I discuss the structure of wh-clefts in Austronesian languages. A wh-question in which the wh-phrase is a DP has to take the form of a cleft, which is a natural consequence of the derivation of basic word order developed in section 2. The preceding discussion has argued that DP wh-questions in Seediq are biclausal, containing a headless relative clause, as is expected of pseudoclefts. Next I show that the wh-word forms part of the predicate, which is contained in the fronted remnant TP. This is by no means an uncontroversial claim when the structure of clefts is considered cross-linguistically. For
English clefts, for example, some treat the relative clause as the subject (Boskovic 1997) , while others take the focused constituent to be the subject (Williams 1983 (Williams , 1994 Heggie 1988; Den Dikken 2006, this volume; and others) . Here, I argue for the traditional view of Austronesian clefts, specifically, that the focus must be part of the predicate and crucially is not the subject. In the clefts in (37), this particle can follow either the embedded predicate or the clefted constituent. The fact that the particle can modify the clefted phrases shows that this constituent must be a predicate and not a subject. The facts in (34) to (38) show that the focused constituent in a cleft occurs with particles, negation, and modals, all elements which typically occur with predicates and, crucially, not with subjects. These facts also suggest that the clause-initial constituent contains more material than just the nuclear predicate. Specifically, there must be positions for negation and an auxiliary verb, which is accounted for on the TP-fronting analysis, since these elements will be pied-piped with the remnant clause when it moves to [Spec, FocP] . What is important to note here is that the initial constituent must be focused. This falls out naturally in the analysis in (29b), since the clause will be attracted to [Spec, TopP] , while the focus will be contained within the remnant TP moving above this position. Since both of these constituents already occupy the positions in the left periphery where they will be interpreted, there are no other potential landing sites for further movement which would change the word order, while maintaining the interpretation.
Let me note here also that Massam's (2003) Potsdam's (2009) proposal that wh-clefts are found in languages whose basic word order is generated through predicate-fronting.
Hermon (2009) 
Evidence for the Stranded DP Constraint
Throughout this paper, I have suggested that the SDPC forces TP-fronting when a DP is moved to the left periphery of a clause. In this section, I
provide supporting evidence for the SDPC.
In (28b) in section 3, I showed that wh-phrases are generally disfavored in absolutive position in VOS Austronesian languages. This is expected under the analysis presented here, since absolutives move to a topic position. A problem, then, is introduced by the Malagasy construction in (45a). This is a multiple wh-question in which a DP wh-phrase appears in the left periphery of the clause. Multiple wh-fronting is a subtype of the construction first identified by Keenan (1976) as the 'bodyguard' construction. When a DP appears in the left periphery of the clause, it must be preceded by a second constituent, in this case an adjunct wh-phrase. The DP cannot precede the adjunct. The generalization, then, is that a DP can move to the left periphery only if it is preceded in surface order by a non-DP. This sensitivity to the category of the clause-initial constituent is readily accounted for by the SDPC. When a DP is moved to the left periphery, another XP of a different category is also required to be fronted. Note further that that the DP whphrase must be D-linked, in the sense of Pesetsky (1987) (Paul 2000) . In other words, a sentence like (45a) is only felicitous when there is "a contextspecified set of people, known to both the speaker and hearer, that restricts the range of possible answers." (Paul 2000: 201) . This interpretive restriction falls out on the analysis in which the DP wh-phrase moves to [Spec, TopP] , while the adjunct is located in the higher [Spec, FocP] . 
Conclusion
This paper has proposed an analysis of cleft constructions in Austronesian languages which is parallel to VOS basic word order derivation. The absolutive DP moves to a topic position in the left periphery, followed by fronting of the remnant TP to a focus position above the topic. This analysis accounts for key characteristics of Austronesian clefts, specifically the fact that the focus is contained within the fronted predicate and the fact that Austronesian clefts are not reversible. I have suggested that the requirement that DP wh-questions take the form of clefts is related to a prohibition on stranding a DP in the left edge of CP. Although motivation for this Stranded DP Constraint has not been the specific focus of this paper, I have shown how it can provide a uniform account for a broad range wh-constructions found in Austronesian languages.
